
2. Contention: Petitioner contends that the 

exercise its powers under the California Water Code to 

all parties responsible for ttie ground water pollution 

petitioner's dewatering system as parti es responsible for compliance with Order 

No. 87-129. 

Finding: 
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Kegiondl Board should 
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discharged by the 

Petitioner does not specify how the Kegional Board is to 

responsible. While Kegional Board staff has identified 

a source of the ground water pollution, 2 it is not the 
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'bnly source. The petition concedes this in its allegations referring to Does l- 
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,M “1UU. It is not tne responsibility of the Kegional Uoard to track down all 

possible contri 

of the responsi 
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and apportion their share butors to the ground water pollution 

bility for treating a point source d 

appropriate forum for the petitioner 

ischarge. The courts 

to seek indemnity. 

Bodrd Order No. 86-Z) 

Moreover, it 

treat dll pollutants 

is proper for the Kegional Board to require petit 

in the dewatering system discharge, even if no pol 
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oner to 
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were added by the petitioner. (Southern California Edison v. State Water -- 

Kesources Control Board (1981) 116 Cal.App.34 751, 172 Cal.Kptr. 306; 43 

ups.Atty.Gen. 302 (1964)). 

2 The Keglondl Board hds adopted Urder No. 87-27 which contains waste 
discharge requirements which require Hewlett-Packdrd to cleanup the portion of 
the ground water pollution plume on its property. Hewlett-Packard is also 
named in Cleanup and Abdternent Orders Nos. 87-142 and 87-164 which require 
cleanup of pdrt of the plume which has commingled with discharges by other 
parties. Petitioner does not challenge the provisions of Orders Nos. 86-27, 87- 
142 or U-164. 
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III. CUNCi_US IONS 

\ “\ 

\” 
After review of the record and consideration of ContenUons of the 

petitioner, and for the reasons discussed above, we conclude: 

1. The Regional Board does not nave tne authority to name Hewlett- 

Packard and Does l-100 ds dischargers i.n Order No. d‘/-129, NPDES Permit 

No. CAOO29246, 

2. It is appropriate and proper for the Regional Board to decline t,o 

use its power under the Calitornia Mater Code tb name Hewlett-Packard and 

Does l-100 as parties responsible for canpliance with the requirements of Ord,er 

No. 87-129. \‘4 . \ 
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IV. URDEK 

IT IS HEREBY ORIIEKED that the petition is denied. 

CEKTIFICATIUN 

The undersigned, Administrative Assistant to the Board, does heredy 
certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of an order duly 
and regularly adopted at a meeting of the State Water Resources Control Board 
held on March 17, 1988. 

AYE : W. D. Maughan 
D. E. Ruiz 
E. H. Finster 
E. M. Samaniego 
D. Walsh 

NU: None 

‘0 ABSENT: None 
\ -. 

ABSTAIN: None 

Maur$en Marche' 
AdmirikQative Assistant to the Board 
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